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I listened with great interest to

much of the debate on the floor over
the last 2 weeks, particularly the dis-
tinguished Senator from New York, in
whom I have the greatest admiration
and respect for his scholarship and his
mind, as he went through some of the
historic lessons of China and talked of
improvements in China’s human rights
record. In one sense, that is certainly
true. It is better now than it was dur-
ing the Cultural Revolution, but let’s
not be selective in our recounting of re-
cent Chinese history.

During the winter months of 1978 and
1979, thousands of people in Beijing
posted their written complaints and
protests about the ills of China on a
stretch of blank wall on Chang’an Ave-
nue. This voice of protest, which be-
came known as the democracy wall
movement, was muzzled as the Chinese
Government imprisoned its leaders
such as Wei Jingsheng.

That same year of the crackdown on
the democracy wall movement, the
U.S. established diplomatic relations
with China and signed a bilateral trade
agreement. Deng Xiaoping introduced a
series of economic and legal reforms,
and international protests against re-
pression in China were drowned out by
the promise of free-market initiatives.
Twenty-one years since the United
States signed a bilateral trade agree-
ment with China, we have only seen in-
creasing political repression and reli-
gious persecution.

Harvard professor Dani Rodrik ex-
pressed this sentiment when he said:

I would not assume, as many advocates of
normalized trade relations with China have
done, that expanded trade will necessarily
produce greater democracy. . . . If the Chi-
nese leadership is truly interested in democ-
ratization, they do not need the World Trade
Organization to help them achieve it. . . .
There are no human rights prerequisites for
WTO membership. Even if the Chinese Gov-
ernment were to become more repressive, ex-
isting WTO rules would not allow the U.S.
and other countries to withdraw trade privi-
leges. The pressure would have to be applied
outside the WTO context.

What he is saying is if we cede the
main tool we have for applying this
pressure, which has been the annual
MFN debate, by passing the PNTR
package, we are left with a toothless
Levin-Bereuter commission. This com-
mission proposal, which is included in
the PNTR package we will be voting
on, has been sold as a Helsinki Com-
mission for China. As a Helsinki Com-
missioner, I know this proposed com-
mission lacks a cornerstone, the Hel-
sinki Final Act, which commits OSCE
member nations to certain human
rights standards. Without that founda-
tion, we will simply be duplicating the
efforts of the U.S. State Department’s
Bureau of Democracy, Human Rights,
and Labor, and we will find out from
this commission what we already
know: Human rights in China are and
at least for the foreseeable future will
remain deplorable.

It would be wrong for me not to rec-
ognize the economic arguments for

granting PNTR to China, and I have
tried to acknowledge that. I believe
business and agriculture can determine
their best interests, but here, too, we
should recognize that inflated expecta-
tions could quickly be punctured by an
unruly China. For all the anticipation
and excitement in the business commu-
nity over PNTR, we will face a recal-
citrant trading partner in China at the
WTO. We will see the dispute settle-
ment system and the very functioning
of the WTO put to a great test.

In the final analysis, though I know
PNTR is going to pass and though I re-
alize there are going to be some very
significant economic benefits to our
country, and while I hope the best face
and the great expectations that have
been propounded for this legislation
will be realized, I have concluded that
I must vote no on this because the
words in the most recent State Depart-
ment report on China keep echoing in
my ears: ‘‘The Government’s respect
for religious freedom deteriorated
markedly.’’ It is the most recent re-
port—and I cannot escape the judg-
ment that it has not gotten better—
that the conditions in China have dete-
riorated markedly.

In ancient Rome, the Roman Govern-
ment did not really care what Roman
citizens believed. They did not care
what their religious faith was or nec-
essarily if they even had a religious
faith. What they did care about was the
supremacy of the Roman Government
over its people and over all religions.
Effectively, they said to their citizens:
You can believe anything you want so
long as you will affirm that Caesar is
lord. It was not the beliefs of Chris-
tians that got them in trouble in the
Roman persecutions; it was the fact
they would not make that affirmation
that the Roman Government was su-
preme and that Caesar was lord.

It seems to me that is a clear anal-
ogy to the conditions in China today.
There is religious freedom in China
only insofar as every religious group in
China will affirm that the Chinese Gov-
ernment is ultimately supreme. To the
extent that any religious group defies
that ultimate standard, they then face
intense persecution.

So for those reasons I will cast a
‘‘no’’ vote. I suspect that there will be
20 to 25 Members who will cast that
same vote. I hope for the best outcome
for PNTR, but for my own conscience I
will cast a ‘‘no’’ vote next week.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
f

PERMANENT NORMAL TRADE
RELATIONS WITH CHINA

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. President, I
rise today to speak in favor of granting
permanent normal trade relations to
the People’s Republic of China. I sup-
port this move not only because of the
tremendous economic benefits that
will flow to the U.S. economy—and to
my home state of Illinois—as a result
of Chinese WTO membership; I also
support PNTR because I believe that a

China that is engaged with the inter-
national community—and which is re-
forming and privatizing its economy at
home—will be a more stable and a
more democratic China, with improved
human rights at home and a better re-
lationship with its neighbor, Taiwan.
PNTR will be an unqualified gain for
both the United States and China; we
must not allow this bill to fail.

I first remind my fellow Senators of
the many and impressive market open-
ings that the Chinese agreed to as a
condition for their entry into the
World Trade Organization. The conces-
sions won by U.S. negotiators are sim-
ply breathtaking:

Average tariffs for U.S. agricultural
products will drop from 22% to 17.5% by
2004. For beef, grapes, wine, poultry,
and pork, average tariffs will fall from
31.5% to 14.5%. One in every three
American acres that is planted is grow-
ing food for overseas markets. U.S.
farm exports to China last year totaled
$1 billion, making China the eighth
largest market for American farmers.
And China will account for nearly 40%
of all future growth of U.S. farm ex-
ports.

Also under the bilateral agreement,
average tariffs for U.S. manufactured
goods exported to China will fall from
24.6% to 9.4% by 2005.

But even more important than the
change in formal trade barriers are the
many fundamental market-opening
changes that China has agreed to.
Under our 1979 agreement with the Chi-
nese—the current foundation for U.S.
trade with the China—many nontariff
barriers block entry of U.S. goods into
China. These barriers consist of import
licensing requirements, registration
and certification requirements, and ar-
bitrary technical and sanitary stand-
ards. Further, U.S. manufacturers that
operate in China often are required to
transfer technology to Chinese compa-
nies, use local materials, and to export
a portion of their products abroad. Fi-
nally, many of these requirements are
unpublished and are imposed arbi-
trarily. It is difficult for U.S. compa-
nies to know what restrictions will
apply to their activities.

Under our Bilateral Agreement with
the Chinese, China will publish its
rules and make them available to U.S.
companies. It will eliminate tech-
nology-transfer, local-content, and ex-
port requirements. And it will impose
only safety and sanitary standards that
are scientifically based.

China has also agreed to impressive
changes in many areas of business
where U.S. companies currently are ef-
fectively excluded. For example, in the
area of:

Distribution rights: U.S. firms cur-
rently cannot run their own distribu-
tion networks in China. Under the bi-
lateral agreement, U.S. companies for
the first time will be allowed to deliver
their goods directly to retailers in
China.

Retailing: Under the bilateral agree-
ment, U.S. companies will be able to
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open their own stores in anywhere in
China without restriction. U.S. compa-
nies will be able to maintain majority
ownership of stores, and will be able to
sell U.S. products. The U.S. retailing
industry is without peer—one-fifth of
the U.S. workers work in retailing, and
Americans have perfected the trade.
But if we don’t enact PNTR and enter
the Chinese retailing market, foreign
firms—such as the French conglom-
erate Carrefour—will take our place.

Telecommunications and high tech-
nology: Foreign companies are cur-
rently prohibited from supplying tele-
communications service in China. But
as a WTO member, China will join the
Information Technology Agreement,
and will eliminate all tariffs on com-
puters, telecommunications equip-
ment, and semiconductors. China will
also become a party to the Basic Tele-
communications Agreement, adopting
cost-based pricing, interconnection
rights, and creating an independent
regulatory authority. Foreign compa-
nies will be allowed to provide e-mail,
voice-mail, on-line information and
data-base retrieval, electronic data
interchange, and paging services. For-
eign companies will be allowed to hold
a 30% share in Chinese service sup-
pliers, eventually going up to 50%. For
cell-phone services, foreign companies’
stake will be allowed to go from 25% to
49%.

Finally, it bears emphasis that the
significance of all these changes is
magnified by the sheer size of the Chi-
nese market. America is the world’s
largest exporter, and China will soon
be the world’s largest purchaser of con-
sumer goods and services. In less than
five years, China will have more than
230 million middle-income consumers,
with retail sales exceeding $900 billion
annually. Gaining access to this enor-
mous market is critical to American
business and the future health of the
U.S. economy. PNTR will provide that
access. The Institute for International
Economics estimates that the increase
in world export of goods to China that
will result from China’s entry to WTO
will total $21.3 billion—and the imme-
diate increase in U.S. exports to China
will be $3.1 billion. Goldman Sachs has
estimated that by 2005, passage of
PNTR will increase U.S. exports to
China by $13 billion. This is, quite sim-
ply, an opportunity that the United
States must not pass up.

I also wish to emphasize today the
benefits of PNTR to my home State of
Illinois. Exports to China from Illinois
totaled $901 million in 1998, up 24%
from 1993. China was the tenth largest
export market for Illinois in 1998. And
Illinois’ exports to China are broadly
diversified, covering almost every
major product category. A few areas
stand out:

PNTR represents a tremendous op-
portunity for Illinois farmers. In 1997,
Illinois exported $3.7 billion in agricul-
tural goods, ranking third among all
States.

Soybeans: Illinois is one of America’s
principal producers of soybeans. Under

the bilateral agreement, tariffs will be
set at 3% for soybeans and 5% for soy-
bean meal, with no quota limits. For
soybean oil, quotas will be eliminated
by 2006; the in-quota tariff (the only
tariff that will remain after 2006) will
be reduced to 9%. Soybean oil exports
to China could double within five yeas
after the United States enacts PNTR.

Corn: Illinois is also one of this Na-
tion’s main corn-producing States. In
1998, China imported less than 250,000
metric tons of corn from all countries.
But under the bilateral agreement, the
quota on corn imported to China will
immediately rise to 4.5 million metric
tons, climbing to 7.2 million tons by
2004. Corn within the quota will be sub-
ject to only a 1% tariff. Corn exports to
China could increase a hundred-fold by
2004.

Beef and pork: Illinois is the fourth
largest State in pork production. Fro-
zen pork cuts and pork offal tariffs will
fall from 20% to 12%. China’s tariff on
frozen beef cuts will drop from 45% to
12%, and chilled beef tariffs will go
from 45% to 25% by 2004. There will be
no quota, and China has agreed to ac-
cept all pork and beef from the United
States that is certified as wholesome
by the USDA.

Fertilizers: All quotas on importa-
tion of fertilizer into China will be
eliminated by 2002, and tariffs will de-
cline from 6% to 4%.

The insurance industry is not often
discussed in the debate over PNTR, but
it is important to my home State of Il-
linois. 140,000 jobs depend on the insur-
ance industry in Illinois. And for all
the talk we hear from opponents of
PNTR about trade deficits and jobs lost
as a result of trade, it is worth empha-
sizing that the U.S. actually has a
trade surplus in global trade in services
such as insurance. The bilateral agree-
ment will help us widen that surplus.
China’s market currently is almost
completely closed to foreign insurers;
most consumers may choose only
among a few state-run monopolies. The
bilateral agreement will throw open
the Chinese market for insurance and
reinsurance. With 1.2 billion people,
China represents the largest insurance
market in the world—a market that is
significantly underinsured at present.
From 1993–98, however, growth in the
Chinese insurance market averaged al-
most 30% a year. Under the WTO agree-
ment, foreign insurers will be allowed
to offer group, health, and pension
lines of insurance, which represent
about 85% of total premiums. China
will also set clear licensing standards—
with no economic-needs tests or quan-
titative limits on the number of li-
censes issued—and will allow foreign
insurers to sell their products through-
out the country, directly to Chinese
consumers. The bilateral agreement
will also serve as an excellent model
for future WTO negotiations on insur-
ance trade. Although only two U.S. in-
surance companies currently are al-
lowed to sell any insurance in China,
over 20 have recently set up offices

there, and are poised to move quickly
into the Chinese market. PNTR will be
a boon to the U.S. insurance industry
and will generate high-paying jobs here
in America.

Under the bilateral agreement, aver-
age tariffs on construction equipment
will fall from 13.6% to 6.4%. China is an
enormous potential growth market.
According to the World Bank, China
will need to spend an estimated $750
billion in new infrastructure over the
next decade—increasing demand for
earth-moving equipment. Illinois firms
are well-placed to compete for this
booming market.

But all of these benefits will not
comes to the United States automati-
cally. We must grant PNTR to China.
Some opponents of PNTR have claimed
that we need not give up annual review
of China’s NTR status, that China
would join the WTO anyway. They are
half right. China’s accession to the
WTO only requires a two-thirds vote of
all members—even a U.S. vote against
China would not block their entry at
this point. However, once China does
enter the WTO, the United States will
be required to comply with all WTO
rules with regard to China in order to
enjoy the benefits of Chinese member-
ship in that organization. And the
main WTO rule is that all members
must extend equal and unconditional
trading rights to each other. This
means that we must extend Normal
Trading Relations to China uncondi-
tionally. If we do not grant China
PNTR before it enters the WTO, China
would be able to challenge the U.S. re-
fusal—and the United States would be
required to invoke article XIII of the
WTO agreement, suspending the appli-
cation of WTO rules between itself and
China. This would mean that every one
of the WTO’s other 135 members—who
account for 90% of world trade—would
be eligible for the benefit of Chinese
WTO membership, but the United
States would not. And this includes the
benefits that stem from the U.S.-Chi-
nese bilateral accession agreement.
The concessions that China made to
the United States, to secure our sup-
port for Chinese accession, would be
available to all other WTO members,
but not to the United States. We can-
not let this happen—we cannot allow
our trade competitors to eat our lunch
in China.

It bears emphasis that by granting
PNTR, the United States gives up no
trade protections. China already enjoys
normal trade relations with the United
States—our markets are already open
to Chinese imports. The concessions
that were made as a condition to Chi-
nese entry to WTO were all made by
the Chinese—the U.S. gave up nothing,
and PNTR will not affect a single
American tariff or other trade barrier.

The only thing that the United
States does give up by granting PNTR
is the right to review China’s NTR sta-
tus annually. With this, we give up
very little, for NTR review has not
been an effective tool for influencing
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events in China. Congress has renewed
China’s NTR status every year since
1980. The Chinese no longer take the
threat of review seriously—particu-
larly after NTR was again extended
after the Tiananmen Square massacre
in 1989. The NTR procedure was origi-
nally enacted as the Jackson-Vanik
amendment to Trade Act of 1974. The
official condition for extending NTR is
that the country being reviewed allow
free emigration from its territory. The
process was originally set up to pres-
sure the Soviet Union with regard to
free emigration of Soviet Jews. In
other words, annual NTR review is a
procedure that was set up to deal with
an issue that does not concern us with
regard to China, and to control the be-
havior of a country that no longer ex-
ists. Having lost its credibility over the
last twenty years, it is time for annual
NTR review to be retired.

But you need not take my word
about the lack of leverage provided by
annual review. Take the word of Fu
Shenqui, a Chinese dissident who has
been active in the human-rights move-
ment in China since the 1979 Democ-
racy Wall movement, and who has been
imprisoned for his activism three sepa-
rate times. Mr. Fu had this to say
about the effectiveness of annual trade
review:

[T]he annual argument over NTR renewal
exerts no genuine pressure on the Chinese
Communists and performs absolutely no role
in compelling them to improve the human
rights situation. . . . [T]he improvement of
the human rights situation and the advance-
ment of democracy in China must mainly de-
pend on the great mass of the Chinese peo-
ple, in the process of economic moderniza-
tion, gradually creating the popular citizen
consciousness and democratic consciousness
and struggling for them. It will not be
achieved through the action of the U.S. Con-
gress in debating Normal Trade Relations
. . .

Also consider the words of Bao Tong,
a prominent Chinese dissident. In an
interview with the Washington Post,
May 11, 2000, Mr. Bao said simply: ‘‘I
appreciate the efforts of friends and
colleagues to help our human rights
situation, but it doesn’t make sense to
use trade as a lever. It just doesn’t
work.’’

While annual review doesn’t work,
engagement does. Despite the failure of
the annual NTR process, the United
States does still have a means of add-
ing liberalization and democratization
in China. The United States can con-
tribute to the reforms that have been
building for the last twenty years by
supporting the reform faction in the
Beijing regime; by providing an exam-
ple of democracy and rule of law to in-
dividual Chinese citizens; by getting
the Chinese government involved in
the international organizations and
frameworks; and by aiding the process
of private capital formation in China.
And all of these things can be accom-
plished by enacting PNTR and sup-
porting Chinese membership in the
WTO.

Zhu Rongji, the current Premier, is
widely regarded as the most proreform

leader in China. His group is friendly to
the U.S., and they have bet their future
on WTO and PNTR. After two decades
of rapid growth, China’s economy ap-
pears to be faltering—growth is down
substantially in the last few years, and
deflation has plagued the economy for
over two years. The current leadership
views WTO—and the reforms and mar-
ket opening that it will entail—as a
tool for reviving a flagging economy.
WTO has been the mostly hotly de-
bated topic in China since 1989. The re-
formers have agreed to adopt sweeping
economic reforms in exchange for ac-
cession to the World Trade Organiza-
tion. For the U.S. to reject this offer of
increased openness and reform would
deal a serious blow to the liberals in
the Chinese government—and greatly
strengthen the hand of the Communist
hardliners. The W.T.O. accession agree-
ment also offers the Chinese reformers
political cover—it would merge their
domestic market reform agenda with
international commitments and Chi-
nese membership in a prestigious inter-
national body. China’s opening would
become not just one political faction’s
program, but the new role of China as
a participant in the international sys-
tem. The United States must seize this
historic opportunity to establish
friendly relations with China, and to
consolidate the current atmosphere of
openness and reform within that coun-
try. The Chinese liberals have done
their part by negotiating the most am-
bitious market-liberalization agree-
ment that nation has ever seen; now it
is our turn to do our part.

Again, it is worth hearing the views
of these matters of those for whom Chi-
na’s future course is not just a theo-
retical concern. Martin Lee is the
Chairman of the Democratic Party of
Hong Kong. He emphasizes that ‘‘the
participation of China in the WTO
would not only have economic and po-
litical benefits, but would also serve to
bolster those in China who understand
that the country must embrace the
rule of law.’’

Dai Quing is a Chinese investigative
journalist and environmentalist and
the winner of the 1992 Golden Pen for
Freedom award given by the Inter-
national Federation of Newspaper Pub-
lishers. Ms. Dai was recently impris-
oned in China for 10 months on account
of her writings. She nevertheless favors
granting China PNTR She says:

I have heard on the news that two of the
groups I admire most in the U.S.—the AFL–
CIO and the Sierra Club—are against grant-
ing permanent normal trade relations with
China. . . . As a Chinese environmentalist
and human-rights activist, I disagree with
their position. . . . I believe that permanent
normal trade status, with its implication of
openness and fairness, is among the most
powerful means of promoting freedom in
China. Starting in 1978, the open-door policy
completely changed the way China responded
to the world. Today, PNTR is a powerful
means to keep China’s doors as open as pos-
sible.

WTO membership and PNTR will not
only keep China open to the West, but

will improve conditions within that
country. The market reforms that will
come to China as a result of PNTR—
both a requirements of WTO, and as
necessary changes in the face of in-
creased competition—will help to di-
rectly liberalize Chinese society. These
changes will include a much freer flow
of information to China; as the econ-
omy advances, more information tech-
nology will fall into private hands, and
the overall volume of communication
will increase, making it much more
difficult for the government to monitor
and control its people.

Also, market reforms will assist the
growth of civil society and the democ-
ratization of China by reducing the de-
pendence of individual Chinese on the
state sector. Although private
business’s share of the Chinese econ-
omy is ever increasing, a majority of
Chinese workers still work for some
form of a collectively owned enter-
prise. These state workers are paid
very little in actual wages; instead,
they receive much of their compensa-
tion in the form of subsidized housing,
health care, child care, food, clothing,
and education. State workers’ reliance
on these government-provided benefits
greatly increases the government’s
power over these individuals. Those
who depend on the government for
their necessities are generally loath to
criticize it—or to do anything that
may incur its wrath and jeopardize
their ability to simply get by. In-
creased private ownership and employ-
ment in China will break this cycle of
dependence, and will do much to loosen
the government’s grip on its citizens.

But again, you need not take my
word for it. We have heard much talk
about human rights from those opposed
to PNTR with China. Let us also listen
to those on the front lines in the fight
for democracy and greater freedom in
China:

The China Democracy Party was
founded two years ago in Zhejiang,
China. Many of its members are cur-
rently imprisoned or under house ar-
rest in China. The party has issued the
following statement, which deserves
the attention of all those concerned
about political reform in China:

The China Communist government is
planted in state ownership. The very base for
government power is in each and every state-
owned company and farm. Bringing China
into the international community will speed
China’s economic privatization and its devel-
opment, thus [converting] state ownership
into private ownership. This change will tre-
mendously weaken the state ownership that
the Communist government power basically
relies on.

The same point is made by prodemoc-
racy leader Ren Wanding, who simply
states:

A free and private economy forms the base
for a democratic . . . [WTO membership] will
make China’s government organs and legal
system evolve toward democracy.

Greater openness and trade for China
will also increase China’s communica-
tion with the outside world. This will
not only introduce more Chinese to lib-
eral ideas and principles, but will also
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increase international awareness of
conditions within China. Again, as the
China Democracy Party declares in its
official statement: ‘‘the closer the eco-
nomic relationship between the United
States and China, the more chances for
the United States to politically influ-
ence China, the more chances to mon-
itor human rights conditions in China,
and [the] more effective the United
States [will be] to push China to
launch political reforms.’’

And finally, the emergence of alter-
native power centers—especially pri-
vate business—will fuel the growth of a
civil society—of institutions and prac-
tices that are independent of political
power. Civil society offers a check on
government, and forms the bedrock of
political democracy. As independent
power centers become more important
in China, the state will be forced to
concede some power to them. This is
the pattern that has led to democracy
across East Asia—in South Korea, in
Taiwan, and in the Philippines. Just as
in these countries, market reforms and
private sector growth can also be ex-
pected to lead to political liberaliza-
tion in China.

In this regard, it is worth considering
the concerns of those who do not favor
great openness and democracy in
China. A story in the Washington Post,
on March 13, 2000, notes that:

China’s security services, including the
People’s Liberation Army, are concerned, an-
alysts say, that joining the WTO will mark
another step toward privatizing China’s
economy and importing even more Western
ideas about management and civil society—
a headache for those whose job it is to ensure
the longevity of the one-party Communist
state.

By voting for PNTR, we give the
hardliners in China even more to worry
about. We must pass this important
legislation—not just for our own eco-
nomic benefit, but to encourage and ac-
celerate the reforms and openings that
are currently taking place in China. We
must not let this historic opportunity
slip away.

Some have also suggested that the
grant of PNTR must be tempered by
our concern for China’s neighbor Tai-
wan. But the bill that we are voting on
today—the House version of PNTR—al-
ready includes a provision asking that
the WTO approve the accession of both
China and Taiwan at the same WTO
session. The United States must re-
main committed to that policy—of im-
mediate Taiwanese membership in the
World Trade Organization.

It bears mention that Chen Shui-Ban,
the recently elected President of Tai-
wan, also supports China’s entry into
the WTO club. In a March 22 interview
with the Los Angeles Times, Mr. Chen
stated:

We would welcome the normalization of
U.S.-China relations, just like we hope that
cross-strait relations [will improve]. . . . We
look forward to both the People’s Republic of
China’s and Taiwan’s accession to WTO.

Few have more at stake in China’s
future course—and in its attitude to-
ward its neighbors—than the Tai-

wanese. Their leaders support China
PNTR.

Finally, enacting PNTR will build on
the edifice of free trade that the United
States has been constructing for the
last 50 years. This decade, in par-
ticular, has seen some impressive
strides toward free trade, with the ap-
proval of the North American Free
Trade Agreement in 1993 and the cre-
ation of the World Trade Organization
in 1994. When those agreements were
set in place, we heard dire warnings
from the naysayers of trade, who pre-
dicted a giant sucking sound of good
jobs and capital investment leaving
this country. But we need no longer
evaluate those predictions in the ab-
stract. Since that time, the rest of the
1990s have elapsed, and we can see the
product of the modern free-trade re-
gime. Since the enactment of NAFTA
and GATT, we have seen:

More jobs: In the 1990s, total civilian
employment in the United States has
surged by 16 million jobs.

Better jobs: Over 80% of the new jobs
created since 1993 have been in indus-
try/occupation categories that pay
above-median wages. 65% are in the
highest-paying third of job categories.

Families are better off: Between 1993
and 1998, real average household in-
come has grown between 9.9% and
11.7% for every quintile of the income
distribution. For African-Americans, it
has grown by 15%. For families in the
lowest quintile, income rose at a 2.7%
annual rate.

Trade brings more and better jobs:
Last year, international trade sup-
ported over 12 million American jobs.
Exports to China alone supported over
200,000 American jobs directly, and tens
of thousands more jobs indirectly. And
these export-related jobs are better
jobs, paying on average 17% more than
non-export related jobs.

The trade naysayers also warned that
free trade would lead to capital flight
from the United States—that as soon
as we let down our trade barriers, all of
our factories would relocate abroad and
that new investments would follow
them. It hasn’t happened. Instead, our
manufacturing base is thriving:

Manufacturing output has gone up,
not down: Since 1992, manufacturing
output in the United States has risen
by 42%. Domestic output of motor ve-
hicles has shot up 51%, and domestic
automobile employment has increased
by 177,000 to almost 1 million. America
remains the world’s top exporter of
manufactured goods. Among America’s
leading exports in 1998 were aircraft,
computer equipment, telecommuni-
cations equipment, valves and transis-
tors, passenger cars, and car parts.

Direct investment in the United
States is soaring: In the 1990s, the
United States has been the world’s
largest recipient of foreign investment.
In 1999, fixed nonresidential private in-
vestment in the United States exceeded
$1 trillion.

Low-wage countries are not siphon-
ing away investment: From 1994–98,

U.S. manufacturing investment in
Mexico averaged $1.7 billion annually.
But in 1997, U.S. investment in U.S.
manufacturing totaled $192 billion. In
1998, 80% of U.S. investment in foreign
manufacturing was in other high-wage
countries. (The top five destinations
were Great Britain, Canada, the Neth-
erlands, Germany, and Singapore.)
Rather than low wages, investors seek
countries with economic stability,
well-developed infrastructure, lucra-
tive market potential, and skilled
workers. We have nothing to fear from
lower barriers to U.S. investment in
underdeveloped countries such as
China.

Finally, it bears mention the trade
also benefits American consumers.
Free trade has reduced the prices that
American consumers pay for everyday
goods—saving the average American
family of four as much as $3,000 a year.

In the early 1990s, we might have
doubted. But we rejected the counsel of
the trade scaremongers, those who
thought that the United States would
not be able to compete in a free-trade
world. And today we are better off for
it—with more and better jobs, a strong-
er manufacturing base, and a better
standard of living. It is time to build
upon success, and enact the next item
in the free trade agenda, by putting
into law China PNTR.

I have previously spoken on the floor
of the Senate about the importance of
this agreement to the U.S. economy,
how it will help increase jobs in manu-
facturing and business activities here
as we can more readily export goods to
China. By joining the World Trade Or-
ganization and having the U.S. Govern-
ment grant permanent normal trade
relations to China, China will be forced
to lower its tariffs on goods that it is
importing from the United States.
That will enable us to export more
products to the world’s largest market.

This agreement is of particular im-
portance to the State of Illinois, and
that is because Illinois is a major ex-
porting State. If Illinois were a free-
standing nation, it would be one of the
largest exporting nations in the entire
world. Not only do we have a large ag-
ricultural economy—we are the third
largest agricultural producer in the
United States—but in addition, we
have a diverse manufacturing base. It
is hoped that after this agreement is
implemented, we will be able to export
more corn, more soybeans, more cattle,
more beef production, as well as more
pork production, to China. China, with
1.3 billion mouths to feed, is a poten-
tially vast market for U.S. agricultural
products.

In addition, we have large manufac-
turing concerns in Illinois, such as Cat-
erpillar based in Peoria, with factories
all over the State of Illinois; John
Deere based in the quad cities part of
our State; and Motorola, one of the
largest manufacturers of cell phones
and other high-tech products. This
agreement will benefit businesses such
as those and thousands of other small-
er businesses in Illinois that make
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products which they will be more eas-
ily able to export to China following
this agreement.

During this debate on PNTR, the eco-
nomic reasons for voting in favor of
this agreement have been thoroughly
addressed. Opponents have argued that
somehow this agreement will cause the
United States to lose jobs. They made
those same dire warnings in the early
1990s when we were considering the free
trade agreement with Mexico and Can-
ada that became known as NAFTA, as
well as when we were going into the
World Trade Organization. There were
dire predictions of a giant sucking
sound of jobs going across the border.

Those predictions have not been
borne out. In the intervening years, we
have seen our economy grow dramati-
cally. We have added 16 million jobs in
the intervening years, and we continue
to create jobs, high-paying jobs, at a
very dramatic rate.

Not only that, the most recent sta-
tistics show that more capital is being
invested in the United States than any-
where else in the world right now.

Of the capital that our manufactur-
ers are investing in foreign countries,
they are not, as predicted, investing it
all in low-cost poorer underdeveloped
countries, but, in fact, the largest re-
cipients of U.S. capital, in recent
years, have been advanced nations such
as Great Britain, Germany, and the
Netherlands.

It turns out that our manufacturers,
when they have wanted to invest
abroad, have not only looked for low-
cost—that certainly would be a plus—
but they have looked for stable econo-
mies, with good infrastructures, and
strong, skilled labor forces, as well as
good market potential. So I think the
opponents of the expansion of free
trade have been mistaken when they
predicted that it would hurt our jobs
for us in this country and harm our
economy.

But there is one other side to this, in
which the opponents say, even if they
can see the economic argument in
favor of free trade, they argue that we
should vote against free trade with
China for moral reasons. I wanted to
take the floor to address those argu-
ments because I disagree strongly with
what they have said.

Many opponents of permanent nor-
mal trade relations with China have
suggested that by giving up the annual
review of our trade status with China,
we will lose any leverage we have to af-
fect human rights conditions in that
nation. But here, too, I believe the op-
ponents of the agreement are wrong.

First, the Chinese Communists no
longer take the annual trade review
process seriously. Congress has re-
newed that status every year since it
was first granted in 1979. Whatever
credibility the annual process of grant-
ing normal trade relations to China has
had, that all evaporated when China
was granted that status in 1989 fol-
lowing the Tiananmen Square mas-
sacre.

While annual review does not work,
engagement does. The most immediate
effect of granting permanent normal
trade relations to China will be to
shore up the position of the reformers
in the Chinese Government. Zhu
Rongji, the current Premier, is widely
regarded as the most pro-reform leader
in China. Mr. Rongji has staked his ca-
reer on the passage of this agreement
and the future of permanent normal
trade relations.

China’s impending WTO membership
has been the most hotly debated topic
in China since 1989. The current leader-
ship has agreed to adopt sweeping eco-
nomic reforms in exchange for Chinese
accession to the WTO. Should we ac-
cept China into that body, these re-
forms will be cemented into place.
They will become an international
commitment, enforceable through the
WTO’s multilateral enforcement mech-
anism. But should the United States
reject China’s offer of increased open-
ness, we would deal a serious blow to
China’s reformers and greatly
strengthen the hand of Communist
hard-liners.

PNTR will also contribute to the de-
velopment of a freer and more demo-
cratic society in China at the grass-
roots. The reforms accompanying Chi-
na’s WTO admission would accelerate
the growth of the private sector in
China and will make it possible for
more Chinese to work for foreign com-
panies. These changes are important
for the progression of freedom in
China.

What most people do not think about
in this debate is that at the current
time most Chinese workers are em-
ployed by their Government. I think
the figure is close to 70 percent. These
workers are paid minimal wages, very
low wages. Most of their compensation
is in the form of housing, health care,
and education. They have to work in
order to get those benefits.

But state workers’ reliance on these
benefits greatly increases the Chinese
Government’s control over them. Indi-
viduals who depend on the state for
basic necessities are generally loath to
criticize the Government or otherwise
to incur its wrath.

Increased private ownership, which
will result from China’s accession into
the World Trade Organization, and in-
creased employment by private compa-
nies—American, European, and compa-
nies from around the world—doing
business in China, employing Chinese
workers in the private sector, will help
break the Chinese people’s cycle of de-
pendence on the Government and will
do much to loosen the Government’s
grip over its citizens.

Moreover, the emergence of alter-
native power centers in China, through
private enterprise and the accumula-
tion of private property, will spur the
growth of civil society in China, fos-
tering institutions and practices that
are beyond political control.

Civil society offers a check on gov-
ernment and forms the bedrock of po-

litical democracy. As independent in-
stitutions become more important in
China, the state will inevitably cede
some power to them. This is the path
that has led to democracy across Asia,
in South Korea, in Taiwan, and in the
Philippines.

Members of the Senate need not take
my word for this. As Federal Reserve
Chairman Alan Greenspan recently
noted:

History has demonstrated that implicit in
any removal of power from central planners
and broadening of market mechanisms . . .
is a more general spread of rights to individ-
uals. Such a development will be a far
stronger vehicle to foster other individual
rights than any other alternative of which I
am aware.

Thus, I am making the argument
that has not really been made too often
in this whole debate: That not only is
this agreement good for our economy,
for our job creation, and for our busi-
ness sector, but adoption of this agree-
ment in the legislation we will vote on
on Tuesday will be good for the Chinese
people because it will ultimately breed
more freedom within that country.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, this

has been a very worthwhile discussion
of an issue that has bedeviled the Con-
gress on an annual basis for too many
years. We now are considering a bill
that has the effect of answering a ques-
tion that doesn’t have to be considered
each year in the future.

Although the amendments that have
been offered ran the gamut of Chinese
transgressions and shortcomings, both
real and imagined, and many are very
troubling, I am supporting this bill as
reported by the Finance Committee.

Two months ago I read an editorial
in the Wall Street Journal which re-
flected my thoughts on the relation-
ship between our concerns about Chi-
nese proliferation of technology and
missiles on the one hand and our trade
interests on the other. The editorial
appeared in the July 19, 2000 edition of
the paper and I saved it to put in the
RECORD during this debate because in
my view it answers in a thoughtful and
persuasive way why this bill should be
passed by the Senate and sent directly
to the President for his signature.

I ask unanimous consent that the
editorial be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the edi-
torial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

CHINA, TRADE AND MISSILES

The test of an Iranian medium-range bal-
listic missile Saturday raised further U.S.
concerns that China is exporting technology
that could destabilize other areas of the
world. U.S. intelligence officials believe that
Beijing continues to sell components and
know-how to aid the Iranian and Pakistani
missile programs, despite U.S. objections.
They fear as well that Iran is developing
longer-range missiles capable of reaching
well outside the Middle East.

These suspicions have spurred the U.S.
Senate to hold up the passage of Permanent
Normal Trading Relations (PNTR) for China.
A bill is now pending to require tougher
sanctions if Beijing continues to support the
spread of such weapons.
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The Senate’s annoyance seems justified,

even if the various proposals for retaliation
might not be. A few years ago the Clinton
Administration extracted promises from Bei-
jing to curtail exports of technology for
weapons of mass destruction, as well as
whole missiles. But it has made no progress
on stopping ‘‘dual-use’’ technology exports
to Iran and Pakistan—technology that
might have either military or commercial
applications.

Given that developing nations seldom test
missiles with peaceful purposes in mind, the
Senators are prodding American and Chinese
officials to come to some agreement about
controlling the spread of such technology.
Several U.S. officials, including Defense Sec-
retary William Cohen, have been to Beijing
in recent weeks to hash out the issue. But
there seems only to have been an ‘‘exchange
of views.’’

Pressure from Congress is certainly useful
here, but there should be a clear line drawn
when it comes to PNTR. Both sides in the de-
bate tend to over-emphasize the link be-
tween trade and China’s behavior on human
rights, weapons proliferation and other con-
cerns. This is a mistake. Normal trade rela-
tions should be weighed on its own merits.

Passage of PNTR would not belittle the se-
riousness of China’s peddling of missiles,
components and weapons technology to anti-
American Iran. But that problem needs to be
addressed in other ways that would not un-
dermine America’s interest in advancing free
trade and encouraging movement by China
toward a free market economy.

Pursuing missile defense for the U.S. and
its allies is one quite appropriate response.
China complains frequently about American
moves to develop a national missile defense.
The obvious counter is that it is made nec-
essary partly by the PRC’s contributions to
weapons proliferation.

Sorting out a U.S. policy toward China is
possible only by looking at the big picture.
Global political stability will be enhanced if
China continues to advance economically
and learns to observe international rules
dealing with trade and investment. World
Trade Organization membership for China af-
fords no guarantee against a future conflict,
but there is a sound argument to be made
that development of a prospering middle
class in China will push the regime toward
greater moderation in both domestic and for-
eign policy, partly because China will have
more to lose from failed adventures.

In an interview with the Asian Wall Street
Journal’s editorial staff, Admiral Dennis
Blair, Commander in Chief of U.S. Pacific
Command, emphasized the strategic impor-
tance of nurturing a working relationship
with China so that a habit of trust and co-
operation can over time replace a tradition
of confrontation. Military exchanges, re-
gional peacekeeping and humanitarian exer-
cises, and normalized trade all further the
goals of Americans security and Asian sta-
bility in the future. The U.S. and China may
not share the same vision for the region, but
they can find common interests.

Simply comparing the PRC’s mild treat-
ment of this year’s Taiwanese elections with
their more ominous military maneuvers dur-
ing the 1996 election reveals how China does
respond when the U.S. stands firm. The mis-
sile tests four years ago alienated the Tai-
wanese public and forced the U.S. to make
its commitment to Taiwan more explicit by
sending aircraft carriers to the area. Beijing
has evidently drawn some conclusions from
this and changed its behavior. The U.S. now
must make China perceive the seriousness of
the missile proliferation issue.

Senate Majority Leader Trent Lott says
that PNTR will pass after some appropria-
tions legislation is cleared. But it certainly

doesn’t help the case for normalized trade in
an American election year if China is per-
ceived to be thumbing its nose at the U.S. on
an issue important to the security of the
U.S. and its allies. Indeed, its intransigence
merely encourages lawmakers in their ef-
forts to dilute PNTR with anti-proliferation
trade sanctions.

If there is an assumption in Beijing that it
can be less observant of U.S. concerns now
that its WTO membership seems assured, the
Chinese leadership is making a serious mis-
take. They too have a stake in there being a
constructive working relationship between
the two countries. A wise leadership would
not risk that relationship for the paltry
earnings from sales of a few missiles or mis-
sile parts.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, on
Wednesday, the Senate voted on sev-
eral amendments to the bill estab-
lishing permanent normal trade rela-
tions status for the People’s Republic
of China. While I was unfortunately un-
able to cast my votes regarding these
amendments, I was able to comment on
a few of them. Today I wish to com-
ment on the remaining amendments.

Two of the amendments argued were
introduced by our colleague from
North Carolina. I supported the first
amendment offered by Senator HELMS,
regarding family planning, abortion,
and sterilization practices in China. Al-
though the amendment failed by ten
votes, I am pleased the Senate made a
strong statement regarding these ab-
horrent practices.

While I agreed with Senator HELMS
on his first amendment, I did not agree
with him on his second measure. Amer-
ican industries have set the standard
for appropriate business practice, and
even though I agree with Senator
HELMS that they ought to utilize these
practices in China, I do not believe an-
other layer of bureaucracy is necessary
to accomplish this mission.

I would also have voted against Sen-
ator FEINGOLD’S amendment regarding
the Congressional-Executive Commis-
sion established in H.R. 4444. I believe
the parameters with which the Com-
mission was established in the House of
Representatives are adequate, and that
additional requests or requirements
from its members are not imperative.

Finally, the Senate considered an
amendment offered by Senator
WELLSTONE. Without question, the
issues surrounding political prisoners
and detainees who have attempted to
organize should be addressed by the
People’s Republic of China. However, I
believe the administration already has
the tools necessary to address these
very concerns. I would not have voted
for Senator WELLSTONE’s amendment.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
rise today in support of H.R. 4444, the
U.S.-China Relations Act of 2000. This
bill is the most significant foreign pol-
icy-related legislation that we have de-
bated during the 106th Congress.

H.R. 4444 presents tremendous new
export opportunities for our manufac-
turers, farmers, and service providers.
While China has had excellent access to
the U.S. market for 20 years, U.S. ac-
cess to China’s enormous market has

been limited. With the enactment of
this legislation, and China’s accession
to the WTO, that situation is about to
change.

The United States is finally going to
enjoy virtually unfettered access to
China’s vast market. The impact on
my State of Kansas will be substantial.
China agreed to end corn export sub-
sidies, increase import quotas for
wheat and corn, and reduce soybean
tariffs. China agreed to lower its tariff
on beef from 45 to 12 percent and on
pork from 20 to 12 percent. China
agreed to accept USDA safety certifi-
cation for meat and pork exports.

And agriculture is not the only sec-
tor in my State that will benefit from
China’s accession to the WTO. Black &
Veatch will see lower tariffs on im-
ported equipment, which will reduce
the contract cost of projects won in
China. Boeing will have a more stable
economic environment in which to sell
airplanes to China’s airlines.

Granting Permanent Normal Trade
Relations status to China will increase
our exports to the world’s most popu-
lous country. But, more importantly,
bringing China into the WTO will put
the PRC on a collision course with eco-
nomic and political liberalization.

Mr. President, China has been ruled
by the Communist Party with an iron
grip for more than 50 years. But WTO
accession comes with a price. WTO ac-
cession will usher the forces of
globalization into China in a very per-
manent way. Globalization will be good
for China’s economy because it will in-
tegrate China’s economy into the
world’s economy. Globalization will
also force the systemic reform of Chi-
na’s inefficient state-owned enterprises
and banking system.

But globalization will also have a
much more profound effect on China.
Globalization will force upon China the
infrastructure necessary for greater po-
litical liberalization. Globalization will
require China to have a stronger adher-
ence to the rule of law and property
rights. Globalization will create a
stronger middle class in China that
will demand greater freedom with
which to enjoy their new position.
Globalization will bring the internet
into tens of millions of Chinese homes,
exposing the Chinese people to Western
standards of political and religious
freedom, and human rights.

I ardently believe that PNTR and
human rights must go hand in hand. It
is important to note that my positive
position on PNTR gives me a door to
walk through to raise a number of
human rights issues with the Chinese
Government, including religious lib-
erty and the development of the rule of
law.

Somehow, an intellectual myth has
been adopted, dictating only two ways
to deal with China. Either grant PNTR
status but never raise these issues,
which gives an unfortunate, unbridled
affirmation regarding known abuses.
Or the second method which mandates
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a complete isolation from any relation-
ship other than that of repeatedly dun-
ning this government with ill will and
no positive incentives. Such vitriol
does not work with people and it does
not work with governments, and ulti-
mately, nothing changes for those who
suffer.

I propose a third way which calls for
a relationship where we genuinely raise
these issues in a serious, sustained dia-
logue. I do, in fact, raise these issues
continuously. This way, will in the
end, get religious prisoners free, and
create an independent judiciary not
ruled by Communist dogma, and give
China pause the next time another
Tiananmen Square breaks out. Ulti-
mately, this way engenders freedom
and human rights better than either of
those other two methods. After all,
isn’t that what this is all about?

One final note: I hope that the Chi-
nese Government does not think that
the tabling of the Thompson amend-
ment is the end of the proliferation de-
bate in the Senate. China must stop en-
gaging in the proliferation of weapons
of mass destruction. The Clinton ad-
ministration has failed miserably to
curb such proliferation. That is why
there has been support to legislate
antiproliferation policy in the absence
of an executive proliferation policy.

Mr. President, China must stop mak-
ing weapons of mass destruction avail-
able to rogue nations around the world.
We need to open up trade with China to
increase our exports and to increase
the exposure of the Chinese people to
economic and political liberalization.
But trade must not come at the ex-
pense of national security. Ignoring
China’s proliferation activities while
we increase our trade ties with China
would be a grave mistake. We must be
vigilant and enforce current U.S. law
as it pertains to proliferation. The
Clinton administration’s failure to do
so has jeopardized national security.
Congress must not permit future ad-
ministrations to make the same mis-
take.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that during today’s
session the following Senators be rec-
ognized in morning business for the
times specified: Senator GRAHAM of
Florida and Senator EDWARDS of North
Carolina for up to 10 minutes each, and
Senator DORGAN of North Dakota for
up to 20 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I will
now proceed to use the 10 minutes
which I have been allocated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

(The remarks of Mr. GRAHAM are lo-
cated in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Morn-
ing Business.’’)

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

IMMIGRATION AND NATIONALITY
ACT AMENDMENTS—Motion to
Proceed

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, there have
been numerous efforts over the past
several months to find a way to come
to agreement on how to proceed to the
so-called H–1B bill, which is a bill to
provide for additional high-tech work-
ers to come into this country. Since we
have already reached the limit, I be-
lieve, for this year, there is a need for
additional workers in this area. We
have negotiated back and forth. At one
point we were talking about 10 amend-
ments on each side. Then we got down
to seven, six, and yet Senator DASCHLE
and I were working to see if we could
clear five amendments.

Then you get into all kinds of discus-
sions. Are these just relevant amend-
ments or can it be five agreed-to
amendments? How do we deal with
Senators who would want to add clear-
ly unrelated amendments that could
take down the whole issue?

Without questioning the motives of
anybody, I think Senator DASCHLE and
I have been serious in trying to work
something out. We have tried repeat-
edly, but there have been objections for
one reason or another on both sides. I
do not think we can pursue that any
further, although one of the major
problems, I had a Senator tell me yes-
terday maybe he would feel he would
not object by Tuesday. But if we wait
until Tuesday, then we have lost more
days. So if we should be able to come
to agreement that would be good. We
could vitiate cloture and go to it. If we
cannot, we need to go ahead and get to
this issue.

Hopefully we can get cloture, and
when we do, relevant amendments
would still be in order, and we still
would have to go through a conference.
Obviously, there would be input from
both sides of the aisle, both sides of the
Capitol, and from the administration
on the final contours on this bill. But
we are down to the point now where
there are a number of important bills
remaining on the calendar, and if we
don’t find a way to address them one of
two things will happen: They either
won’t be considered in a conference at
the end of the session, or they will be
considered in such a way that they will
be added to some other bill, unrelated,

some appropriations conference report,
or something else.

At times that is the best way to pro-
ceed, and we should keep that option
open. But I would prefer to have the
Senate act its will on a bill of this type
and relevant amendments be offered
and debated and voted on. So that is
what I want to try to set up here.

I have notified the Democratic lead-
er—he has a representative here—that
this is what we are going to do now,
that we would move to a cloture mo-
tion and then we will get to vote on it
next week.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I move to
proceed to S. 2045, the H–1B legislation,
and send the cloture motion to the
desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to read the motion.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
CLOTURE MOTION

We the undersigned Senators, in ac-
cordance with the provisions of rule
XXII of the Standing Rules of the Sen-
ate, do hereby move to bring to a close
debate on the motion to proceed to cal-
endar No. 490, S. 2045, a bill to amend
the Immigration and Nationality Act
with respect to H–1B Non-Immigrant
Aliens:

Trent Lott, Chuck Hagel, Spencer Abra-
ham, Phil Gramm, Jim Bunning, Kay
Bailey Hutchison, Sam Brownback,
Rod Grams, Jesse Helms, John
Ashcroft, Gordon Smith of Oregon, Pat
Roberts, Slade Gorton, Connie Mack,
John Warner and Robert Bennett.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, this clo-
ture vote will occur, unless there is
some intervening agreement, on Tues-
day. I ask unanimous consent the clo-
ture vote occur immediately following
the passage of H.R. 4444, and the man-
datory quorum under rule XXII be
waived.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Senator from North Da-
kota.

Mr. DORGAN. Reserving the right to
object, I will not object, but I want to
make a comment to the majority lead-
er.

This H–1B visa bill is important to
all of us. It is important to those on
the Democratic side of the aisle as
well. We recognize that our economy is
experiencing substantial and sustained
growth, unparalleled growth, and to
keep that on track we have to ensure
our high-tech industry has the employ-
ees it needs.

I was at a company in California
some while ago and the president of the
company said we have 2,000 open posi-
tions for engineers right now that we
can’t fill. There is not any way for us
to fill them—2,000 jobs, engineers we
need and we can’t get. So we under-
stand this issue. We want it to be re-
solved.

I must say, the Democratic leader is
not here today. On his behalf, I would
mention to you that with regard to the
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